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This study aims to explain the effect of ownership structure (family, 
government, institutional, foreign, managerial, public) on tax avoidance in 
Indonesia. This study employed quantitative research with regression analysis, 
regression method using the annual report on companies listed on the 
Indonesian stock exchange from the 2017-2019 period with a sample of 93 
companies. The tax avoidance was measured using the Cash Effective Tax 
Rate. The results of this study indicate that the government ownership structure 
and foreign ownership structure have a positive effect on tax avoidance in 
Indonesia. Firm size emphasizes the influence of the independent variables on 
the dependent variable. Family, institutional, managerial, public ownership 
structures have no influence on tax avoidance. This study indicates that the 
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1   Introduction 
 
Taxes are compulsory contributions that are paid to the state by being forced on individuals and entities that are 
regulated by law. Based on Law Number 16 of 2009 concerning general provisions and procedures for taxation. The 
tax sector is one of the main revenue sectors for the Indonesian state. This can be seen from the state budget that has 
been budgeted by the government, where tax sector revenue contributes 75% of the state budget. However, the 
realization of the tax revenue target from 2017-2019 is only around 84% - 92%. This illustrates that the tax collection 
has not been maximized from taxpayers (Ministry of Finance, 2019). Not achieving the tax target set by the government 
indicates the non-compliance of the Indonesian people in paying their obligations to the state. 
Based on data from the Ministry of Finance of the Republic of Indonesia, it is noted that Indonesia’s tax ratio  is 
still lagging behind other countries in the ASEAN region, which have a tax ratio of around 15-17%. Indonesia’s tax 
ratio in 2017 was 10.9%, in 2018 it was 11.6% and in 2019 it was 12.6%. The low tax ratio in Indonesia indicates that 
taxpayer compliance is still low. Furthermore, Indonesia’s tax ratio is still lagging behind other countries in the 
Southeast Asia region. Meanwhile, in 2017, Singapore reached a 14.10% tax ratio, Malaysia reached 13.76%, and 
Thailand's tax ratio reached 17.69%. 
The low tax ratio in Indonesia is due to low mandatory compliance, which indicates that there are still many 
taxpayers who do tax evasion and tax evasion in Indonesia. The number of tax avoidance actions is because the tax 
burden for taxpayers is an expense item that must be paid in accordance with applicable regulations (Amri, 2017). The 
tax burden for companies that are imposed on taxable profits can reduce the net profit generated by the company 
(Suandy, 2011). This encourages companies to try to pay as little as possible or avoid taxes. 
Tax avoidance behavior can be influenced by agency problems in agency theory (M. C. Jensen & Meckling, 1976). 
Information held by management is used to increase management compensation with high profits. On the other hand, 
shareholders expect an increase in share value by complying with the existing tax regulations. In order to harmonize 
the principal’s desires, agency cost is required. This aims to encourage agents or management to protect the interests 
of shareholders in order to achieve the desired goals. 
According to agency theory, the ownership structure is a governance mechanism to reduce the interest between the 
principal and agent (M. C. Jensen & Meckling, 1976). The ownership structure mechanism is one of the factors to 
reduce the imbalance of information used by management for opportunistic actions and willingness to run the company 
according to the wishes of shareholders. The ownership structure of an entity can affect the company’s nets on the 
company’s performance and decision-making. A concentrated ownership structure can be a cause for tax avoidance. 
Tax avoidance practices make it a strategic choice for management to increase profitability by reducing the company’s 
tax burden. 
Previous studies related to ownership structure and tax avoidance have shown inconsistent results. A study 
conducted by Annuar et al. (2014) examined government ownership, family, and foreign ownership had a significant 
effect on tax avoidance. Research by Ying et al. (2017) which investigates government ownership and control versus 
institutional ownership, has a significant effect on tax avoidance. A study by Cabello et al. (2019) shows that 
managerial ownership has a significant effect on tax avoidance. On the other hand, research by Rusydi & Martani 
(2014) shows that government and foreign ownership have no effect on tax avoidance. A study conducted by Fiandri 
& Muid (2017) shows institutional ownership has no effect on tax avoidance. Research conducted by Charisma & 
Dwimulyani (2019) shows that family ownership has no effect on tax avoidance. Another study  (Santoso, 2014) shows 
public ownership has no effect on tax avoidance. 
Based on the above problems, this study aims to test empirically the effect of ownership structure on tax avoidance. 
The contribution made contributes to the theory, especially Agency Theory which is the basis for corporate tax 
avoidance, contributes to the development of knowledge related to tax avoidance practices in Indonesia and the current 
implementation of corporate governance and provides a picture that the government as the regulator of policymaking 




Agency theory is a contract given by the Principal to delegate authority to others (agents) in terms of corporate strategic 
decisions (Jensen & Meckling, 1976). Agency theory is a contract to motivate the agent to act on behalf of the owner 
when the agent’s interests are not following the owner’s interests (Scott, 2003). Separation of ownership by the 
Principal with control by the Agent in a company tends to cause agency problems between the two. The principal as 
the owner of the capital wants to increase the value of the company's shares from the return on his investment, while 
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the management who is given a delegation by the principal to manage the company wants high compensation. The 
difference in the objectives of obtaining welfare is what causes management to adopt policies that are not in line with 
the interests of shareholders. The desire to maximize the welfare of each of them sometimes raises agency problems 
due to policymaking that is not in accordance with the objectives. 
Agency theory argues that individuals are fully rational and have clear preferences and always want to fulfill their 
own desires to achieve wealth (Verbeeten, 2008). Agency theory assumes the existence of information asymmetry 
between management and shareholders. This allows managers to take opportunistic actions for personal gain. 
Principals need to provide appropriate incentives to motivate managers to improve work quality in running company 
operations in general and also to reduce opportunistic traits that may arise. This incentive is called agency cost. 
One of the causes of agency problems is the company’s capital structure. Ownership structure in the company has 
an important role in agency problems. Insider ownership and outsider ownership have the potential to cause anguish 
problems and also have the potential to reduce agency problems in the company. Conflicts of interest in agency 
problems might naturally occur in the company’s ownership structure which is divided into 2, namely the ownership 
structure that is spread to public shareholders and the ownership structure with control over a handful of shareholders 
(La Porta et al., 1999).  
The agency conflict type 1 occurs because the ownership structure of the company is scattered (La Porta et al., 
1999). The scattered ownership structure generally occurs in common law countries with strong shareholder protection, 
such as in the United States, Britain, and Japan. Distributed share ownership is owned by many people in a small 
presentation. Thus, the control right of the company rests with the manager, not the shareholder. An agency conflict 
type 1 creates a conflict between the principal (shareholder) and the agent (management). Management makes policies 
that are personally beneficial and ignores the interests of shareholders with a conflict of interest.  
The agency conflict type 2 occurs in companies with a concentrated ownership structure. Ownership structures are 
concentrated in countries that adhere to civil law, countries with weak legal protection for their investors. Conflicts 
that occur between majority shareholders and minority shareholders. A conflict occurs when the majority shareholder 
has the right to control the company and ignores the interests of the minority shareholder. Claessens et al. (2000) state 
that the ownership structure of companies in nine Asian countries shows that public companies in Asia have a 
concentrated interest structure. 
 
Family ownership structure on tax avoidance 
 
Agency conflicts in family firms have an impact on the costs and benefits of corporate tax avoidance. The role of the 
family owner influences the determination of company policy that determines company policy. Family companies 
owned by controlling shareholders tend to take personal advantage at the expense of minority shareholders (Shleifer 
& Vishny, 1986). Family companies use tax avoidance practices to increase firm value and company profits and 
mislead minority investors (Desai & Dharmapala, 2006). Cash flow deviations and control rights in family firms can 
reduce firm value. 
The cost arising from tax avoidance are smaller than the benefits for the family company (Desai & Dharmapala, 
2006). Most family companies are managed by a family member, in particular, in countries where investor interests 
are weakly protected (Gaaya et al., 2017). The family firm is likely to profit from corporate control. Furthermore, 
controlling share ownership may worsen the interests of minority shareholders with voting rights in decision-making 
(La Porta et al., 1999). The hypothesis of this study is that family ownership has a positive effect on tax avoidance.  
 
Government ownership structure on tax avoidance 
 
Government ownership is unique in agency conflicts. It is explained that companies with government ownership are 
guaranteed political connections and are not monitored for company capital. This causes companies controlled by the 
government to have less supervision. Information asymmetry causes minority shareholders to not get detailed 
information. In non-Western developing countries such as in East Asia where the economic system is a market-based 
relationship, business, and politics are closely related. In a relationship-based system, companies can enjoy privileges 
such as favorable policies and government subsidies based on their political connections (Zeng, 2010). 
Government ownership has a significant influence on managerial decisions through shareholders and political 
power (Liu & Lu, 2007). Government ownership tends to maximize company resources with government monitoring 
to determine corporate tax planning with the aim of taking advantage and political connections (Wang et al., 2008). 
According to Faccio (2016), companies with political connections are positively related to tax aggressiveness. The low 
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risk of tax audits makes companies more aggressive in tax planning, resulting in decreased transparency (Yu & Yu, 
2011). Weak witness enforcement of government companies makes tax evasion more aggressive (La Porta et al., 1999). 
The hypothesis of this study is that government ownership has a positive effect on tax avoidance. 
 
Institutional ownership structure on tax avoidance 
 
The majority shareholder of an institutional company often sacrifices the interests of other shareholders. On the other 
hand, for management, high profits have an effect on the amount of taxes that must be paid by the company and have 
an effect on company performance (Fiandri & Muid, 2017). Based on the principal agency theory, the shareholders 
want to increase the performance and value of the company by promising compensation to the manager in return. In 
an effort to increase the value and performance of the company, there are factors that influence, one of which is the 
tax burden. 
The high tax rates charged to companies make managers look for ways to reduce the taxes paid. The demand for 
an increase in shareholder value makes managers make strategies to minimize expenses and maximize profits (Arsyad 
& Sodiq, 2014). The information presented in the financial statements by managers does not indicate the condition of 
the company due to information asymmetry. Tax avoidance is carried out by managers to meet the interests of 
shareholders and the interests of the manager. Little or the amount of institutional ownership in companies has an 
impact on corporate tax policy (Khurana & Moser, 2013). The hypothesis of this study is that institutional ownership 
has a positive effect on tax avoidance. 
 
Foreign ownership structure on tax avoidance 
 
Foreign share ownership is related to the efficiency and profitability of the company (Annuar et al., 2014). The 
proportion of foreign ownership of shares in a company can affect the determination of company policy, the greater 
the share of foreign ownership, the greater the fairness of foreign investors in determining company policy in tax 
planning. Foreign investors who invest in companies in a country want an appropriate return on profits. 
Foreign ownership and tax avoidance are only practiced in developing countries (Demirgüç-Kunt & Huizinga, 
2001). That study found that banks owned by foreign investors paid lower taxes in eighty countries. The higher the 
level of share ownership by foreign investors in a company is also directly proportional to the level of corporate tax 
avoidance (Salihu et al., 2015). The hypothesis of this study is that foreign ownership has a positive effect on tax 
avoidance. 
 
Managerial ownership structure on tax avoidance 
 
Share ownership by managers describes a manager’s goal as principal and agent. Based on agency theory, stock owners 
are oriented towards high returns and company managers try to get compensation for their performance (Jensen & 
Meckling, 1976a). When managers do not own company stock or only own a small number of shares in the company, 
the manager’s actions are likely to be influenced by self-interest, not to increase the value of the company and the 
interests of the shareholders. Conversely, if managers own a part in the company or have a large number of shares, 
they tend to align their interests with the interests of shareholders in increasing bonuses and dividends (Alzoubi, 2016). 
High managerial share ownership can increase the risk for companies involved in tax evasion (Cabello et al., 2019). 
High managerial ownership in a company can encourage them to take decisions to make risky investments such as tax 
avoidance to increase profits (Rego & Wilson, 2011). The hypothesis of this study that managerial ownership has a 
positive effect on tax avoidance. 
 
Public ownership structure on tax avoidance 
 
Public ownership is a minority shareholding that owns shares of no more than 5% of the total outstanding shares. 
Public shareholders are shareholders with minority power in the company. Companies that are concentrated on 
ownership and control are less aggressive in implementing tax avoidance practices than companies that have separate 
ownership and control (Badertscher et al., 2013; Zhou, 2001). Separation of ownership in large companies in decision-
making can cause agency problems.  
Small public ownership of shares does not have a big influence on the company in making decisions. This has an 
impact on determining company policy in the hands of managers who tend to be opportunistic in risky investments. 
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The existence of a role by the community as an obstacle to company earnings management has an impact on reducing 
company revenues. Earning management that is often done is that which increases income, in order to meet the 
expectations of the capital market and increase share prices (Santoso, 2014; Zahra et al., 2000). Investors who come 
from the public tend to look for companies with good profitability and have good corporate values. The hypothesis of 
this study is that public ownership has a positive effect on tax avoidance. 
 
 
2   Empirical Method 
 
Sample data  
 
This study using companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX). Taking companies that are listed on the 
Indonesia stock exchange (IDX). Sampling in the study using purposive sampling. Companies listed on the mainboard 
index during the 2017-2019 period. The company presents its Financial Reports and Annual Report from 2017-2019. 
The company did not have negative profits during 2017-2019. Cash Effective Tax Rates (CETR) is not more than one. 
  
Table 1 
Research Data Samples 
 
Criteria Total Data 
BEI The company listed in main board index provided by BEI  345 
The company which does not have Financial report respectively during period of 2017-2019 (103) 
The company which has negative profit during 2017 – 2019.  (112) 
The company which has Cash Effective Tax Rates (CETR) more than one. (37) 
Number of company which fulfills the criteria in taking the sample 93 
Total data used 2017 - 2019  279 
 
Data analysis method 
 
This study used an equation model to test six research hypotheses. The method used in this study was panel data 
regression analysis for examiners and to analyze the effect of independent variables on the dependent variable with the 
addition of several control variables. In this study, the first model was used to see the effect of direct ownership 
structure on tax avoidance. The second equation model was created to test the ownership structure with the influence 
of control variables. The form of the regression model used in this study was as follows: 
 
𝑪𝑻𝑨𝒊.𝒕 = 𝜶𝒊 +𝜷𝟏𝑭𝒂𝒎𝒊𝒍𝒚𝒊.𝒕 +𝜷𝟐𝑮𝒐𝒗𝒆𝒓𝒏𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒊.𝒕 + 𝜷𝟑𝑰𝒏𝒔𝒕𝒊𝒕𝒖𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏𝒂𝒍𝒊.𝒕 +𝜷𝟒𝑭𝒐𝒓𝒆𝒊𝒈𝒏𝒊.𝒕 +
𝜷𝟓𝑴𝒂𝒏𝒂𝒈𝒆𝒓𝒊𝒂𝒍𝒊.𝒕 +𝜷𝟔𝑷𝒖𝒃𝒍𝒊𝒄𝒊.𝒕 + 𝝐𝒊.𝒕 
 
Letter i and t indicate company and year, respectively. CTA is corporate tax evasion measured as tax cash paid divided 
by profit before tax. 𝜶𝒊 is a constant; 𝛽1 to 𝛽6 are regression coefficients; ∈̇ is an error of the model. The measurement 
of family ownership used the percentage of shares owned by the family divided by the shares outstanding (Gaaya et 
al., 2017). The measurement of government uses the percentage of shares owned by the government divided by 
outstanding shares (Zeng, 2010). Institutional ownership is measured as the percentage of shares owned by institutions 
of the company’s total share ownership (Ying et al., 2017; Lewellen et al., 1985). Foreign ownership is measured as 
the percentage of shares owned by foreigners to the company’s total share ownership (Salihu et al., 2015) Managerial 
share ownership is measured using the percentage of shares of the company is measured using the percentage of shares 
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of company managers, commissioners, and directors (Pramudito & Ratna Sari, 2015). Public share ownership is 
measured using the percentage of public ownership in the company (Resti Yulistia et al., 2020). 
 
𝑪𝑻𝑨𝒊.𝒕 = 𝜶𝒊 +𝜷𝟏𝑭𝒂𝒎𝒊𝒍𝒚𝒊.𝒕 +𝜷𝟐𝑮𝒐𝒗𝒆𝒓𝒏𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒊.𝒕 + 𝜷𝟑𝑰𝒏𝒔𝒕𝒊𝒕𝒖𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏𝒂𝒍𝒊.𝒕 +𝜷𝟒𝑭𝒐𝒓𝒆𝒊𝒈𝒏𝒊.𝒕 +
𝜷𝟓𝑴𝒂𝒏𝒂𝒈𝒆𝒓𝒊𝒂𝒍𝒊.𝒕 +𝜷𝟔𝑷𝒖𝒃𝒍𝒊𝒄𝒊.𝒕 + 𝜷𝟕𝑷𝒓𝒐𝒇𝒊𝒕𝒊.𝒕 + 𝜷𝟖𝑳𝒆𝒗𝒊.𝒕 +𝜷𝟗𝒔𝒊𝒛𝒆𝒊.𝒕+𝝐𝒊.𝒕 
 
The second equation model was created to test the ownership structure with the influence of control variables. Firm 
size, profitability, leverage, and capital intensity are controlled variables that are found no affect the company's tax 
burden. These are denoted as size, profit, lev, respectively. The size was measured as the natural logarithm of the 
company's total assets. Profit is measured as net profit after tax by total assets, lev as total debt to total assets. 
 
 





Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Dev 
ETR 279 0,00 0.52 0,25 0.12 
Family 279 0,01 0.93 0,40 0.11 
Government 279 0,51 0.80 0,65 0,03 
Institutional 279 0,01 0,93 0.57 0.12 
Foreign 279 0,16 0,94 0.56 0.09 
Managerial 279 0,30 0,55 0.33 0.01 
Public 279 0,10 0,83 0.38 0.09 
ROA 279 0,00 0,77 0.07 0,07 
Leverage 279 0,01 1,05 0.29 0,28 
Size 279 25,69 34,89 29,84 1,84 
 
The results of descriptive statistics in the study are presented in the table above. The ETR variable has an average value 
of 0.25 and a standard deviation value of 0.12. 
The family ownership variable has a mean value of 0.35 and a standard deviation of 0.22. the government variable 
has a mean value of 0.51 and a standard deviation of 0.23. the institutional ownership variable has a mean value of 
0.40 and a standard deviation of 0.25. the foreign ownership variable has a mean value of 0.36, with a standard 
deviation of 0.30. the managerial ownership variable has a mean value of 0.33 with a standard deviation of 0.01. the 
public variable has a mean value of 0.38 with a standard deviation of 0.09. 
The control variable ROA has a mean value of 0.07, a maximum and minimum value of 0.77, and 0.00 with a 
standard deviation of 0.07. Thus, the value of the leverage control variable has a mean of 0.29 with a min and max 
value of 0.01 and 1.05 and a standard deviation of 0.28. The control variable company size has a mean value of 29.84, 
min and max values of 25.69 and 34.89 with a standard deviation of 1.84. it can be concluded that the sample above 




Results of Regression Analysis Model 1 
 
Variable Coef T P-Value  R-squared 
Family 0,00 0,139 0,88 
0,06 
Government 0,87 3,422 0,00 
Institutional 0,00 0,142 0,88 
Foreign 0,21 2,684 0,00 
Managerial -0,06 -0,140 0,88 
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Public 0,05 0,695 0,48 
Con -0,44 -1,84 0,06 
 
The coefficient obtained by the family variable has a value of 0.00 with a significance of 0.88 (p>0.05). This indicates 
that there is no influence between family variables and tax avoidance. The institutional variable coefficient value has 
a value of 0.00 with a significant value of 0.88 (p>0.05). Therefore, there is no influence between institutional variable 
and tax avoidance variable. Managerial and public coefficients have values of -0.06 and 0.05 with a significance of 
0.08 (p>0.05) and 0.48 (p>0.05). This shows that there is no influence for the managerial variable and public variable. 
The coefficient of determination obtained in model 1 is 0.06. Therefore, the influence of the independent variable on 
the dependent variable is 6 percent.  
Based on Table 3, it can be concluded that family ownership is not in accordance with the study conducted by 
Shleifer & Vishny (1986) that the companies owned by family controlling shareholders tend to take personal advantage 
at the expense of minority shareholders. The regression results of institutional ownership are different from the results 
of the analysis in research conducted by Khan et al. (2017) which prove that institutional ownership encourages more 
aggressive tax planning, increases profit margins, and gets direct benefits from tax avoidance. 
Managerial ownership has no effect on corporate tax avoidance because managerial share ownership in Indonesian 
companies is very small, which is below 5%. Low ownership results in very fewer control rights of managers in making 
policies at top-level management compared to other shareholders (Junilla & Yenni, 2014; Lefort & Urzúa, 2008). 
Furthermore, public ownership has no effect on tax avoidance, which is because public shareholders cannot have an 
impact and do not the existence of control over corporate tax avoidance behavior (Santoso, 2014).   
 
Table 4 
Results of Regression Analysis Model 2 
 
Variable  Coef T P-Value  R-squared 
Family 0,03 0,60 0,54 
0,09 
Government 0,97 3,78 0,00 
Institutional 0,01 0,29 0,77 
Foreign 0,22 2,80 0,05 
Managerial -0,01 -0,02 0,97 
Public 0,05 0,65 0,51 
ROA -0,12 -1,52 0,12 
Leverage -0,04 -1,40 0,16 
Size 0,01 2,18 0,02 
Con -0,84 -2,79 0,00 
 
In model 2, the constant value is -0.84. This indicates that there is no correlation between the independent variable and 
the control variable. The government has a coefficient of 0.97 with a significance value of 0.00 (p<0.05), which means 
that there is an influence between government variables and tax avoidance variables. Furthermore, the foreign variable 
has a coefficient value of 0.22 with a significance value of 0.05 (p<0.05) indicating that there is an influence between 
the foreign variable and tax avoidance variable.  
The control variable ROA has a coefficient value of -0.12 and a significant value of 0.12 indicating that it does not 
affect the tax avoidance variable. The leverage variable has a coefficient value of -0.04 with a significance value of 
0.16 indicating that the leverage control variable has no effect on the tax avoidance variable. The size variable has a 
coefficient value of 0.01 with a significance value of 0.02. Therefore, it has an influence on the tax avoidance variable. 
The coefficient of determination obtained in model 2 is 0.09. Thus, the influence of the independent variable on the 
dependent variable is 9 percent. 
The results of regression analysis of model 1 and model 2 of government ownership variable have a significant 
positive effect on tax avoidance. The results of this study are supporting the results of a previous study conducted by 
Ying et al. (2017) which proves that government ownership has a positive effect on tax avoidance. Companies that 
have government ownership pay less tax since they take advantage of the benefits arising from political connections. 
The political connections owned by government companies encourage management to be more aggressive in carrying 
out tax planning through tax avoidance (Faccio, 2016; Kuvaas, 2003). The purpose of this management is to increase 
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profits for the management itself and get a promotion. The existence of political connections owned by government 
companies creates agency problems between minority and majority shareholders because there is no transparency in 
tax planning made by companies owned by the government in making decisions.  
The structure of foreign ownership in this study has a significant positive effect on tax avoidance as seen from the 
results of the regression analysis model 1 and model 2. The results of this study are supporting a previous study carried 
out by Annuar et al (2014), which proves that foreign ownership of listed companies in Malaysia has the potential for 
tax evasion. Share ownership owned in a company contributes to the determination of company policy. The results of 
this study are also supported by research from Salihu et al (2015) which states that foreign investors try to exploit the 
company’s operations by avoiding taxes to get the highest possible profit. This causes foreign investors to put more 
pressure on managers to be as efficient as possible in using resources and can provide high profits, one of which is by 
manipulating the tax burden. Therefore, it has an impact on minority shareholders due to the asymmetry of information 
provided by management. 
In this study, the size variable has a significant effect on tax avoidance in the regression model 2. This shows that 
the greater the size of the company, the more aggressive the tac action of a company is. With the size of a large 
company, it tends to have large assets and resources to minimize the tax burden (Ricardson, 2007; Anderson, 1984). 
In this study, the ROA variable did not have a significant effect on tax avoidance. Companies that tend to avoid taxes 
have a high level of profitability because they have the ability to plan taxes to avoid taxes (Rusydi & Martani, 2014). 
In this study, the leverage variable has no effect on tax avoidance. This is due to the supervision and regulation 
regarding the amount of debt ratio that can be used for company operations in tax Law Number 36 of 2008. The 
existence of these restrictions affects the company’s finances because the higher the amount of third-party funding 




4   Conclusion 
 
This study aims to examine the effect of corporate ownership structure on the avoidance of liability in Indonesia. Based 
on the analysis and discussion of the research results, the agency problem between majority and minority shareholders 
in government companies is due to the absence of information transparency which causes information asymmetry. 
Ownership of government shares due to political connections to the government as the owner of the company, 
government companies have the privilege to reduce the company’s tax burden. Managers in government companies 
have strong political connections with the government to be able to ease the corporate tax burden. 
High foreign ownership in a company can affect company policy. This causes foreign investors to put more pressure 
on managers to be able to provide high profits by manipulating the tax burden. Foreign investors tend to invest their 
funds in developing countries such as Indonesia. This is due to weak regulations on the protection of minority 
shareholders. Therefore, foreign investors can divert profits to companies from the country of origin.  
The size of the company has a role in strengthening the influence of the ownership structure in carrying out tax 
actions. The larger the size of the company with good resources and management can encourage companies to plan 
taxes in order to avoid high tax burdens. 
It is suggested that future research can be related to the measurement of tax avoidance and share ownership variable 
that is compared to other measurements to obtain good data. Furthermore, the amount of data used is expected to be 
bigger to avoid invalid data. 
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